This paper describes the rationale and development of a new measure of five interpersonal conflict-handling modes (competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and Blake and Mouton (1964) , and reinterpreted by Thomas (1976) , the scheme includes the five modes of competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating.
IN the past few years, a five-category scheme for classifying interpersonal conflict-handling modes has emerged in social science research. First introduced by Blake and Mouton (1964) , and reinterpreted by Thomas (1976) , the scheme includes the five modes of competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating.
One of the advantages of this classification scheme is that the five specific modes reflect independent dimensions of interpersonal conflict behavior. As interpreted by Thomas (1976) , the scheme is based upon the two separate dimensions of cooperation (attempting to satisfy the other person's concerns) and assertiveness (attempting to satisfy one's own concerns): competing is assertive and uncooperative, collaborating is assertive and cooperative, avoiding is unassertive and uncooperative, accommodating is unassertive and cooperative, and compromising is intermediate in both cooperativeness and assertiveness.
Several research studies have explored the relationships between the five conflict-handling modes and social and organizational variables (e.g., Blake and Mouton, 1964 ; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Burke, 1970; Aram, Morgan, and Esbeck, 1971 ; Thomas, 1971 ; Thomas and Walton, 1971; Renwick, 1972; Ryan and Clemence, 1973) . However, recent work by Kilmann (1973, 1975) raises some major issues concerning the validity of existing instruments which purport to measure subjects' dispositions towards the five conflict-handling modes. The instruments examined were those developed by Blake and Mouton (1964) , Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) , and Hall (1969) . Briefly, the results by Thomas and Of these results, those concerning social desirability were quite striking. Thomas and Kilmann found that a sample's average responses were overwhelmingly responsive to the social desirability of the conflict-handling modes and their phrasings: on the average, more than 80% of the variance on items and over 90% of variance on mode scores could be accounted for in terms of the social desirability values of the items in the three instruments, as rated independently by another group. It was also noted that the social desirability of an individual's personal conflict behavior varied with his tendency to evaluate other personal qualities favorably or critically. Thomas (Thorndike, 1920) . These conclusions led the authors to question several previous findings using these instruments.
Because of these difficulties with existing instruments, the authors decided to give special attention to developing an instrument which would more validly -assess the five modes-particularly by minimizing the large social desirability factor found in other instruments. Unless such an instrument could be developed, the authors felt that further research investigations in the field of conflict management would be severely limited since most substantive findings would be subject to alternative explanations (i.e., a social desirability bias or a halo effect).
The present study thus presents the development and initial validation of the &dquo;MODE&dquo; instrument (Management-of-Differences Exercise) which attempts to assess these same five conflict-handling modes. Validation of the MODE instrument sought to achieve: (a) substantive validity (defining the pool of relevant items for the instrument and the selection of items, testing the internal consistency and reliability of items identified with each dimension), (b) (1967) , which incorporates the notions of reliability and construct validity discussed by Peak (1953) , Cronbach and Meehl (1967) , and Campbell (1967 Edwards (1953 Edwards ( , 1957 . In designing the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, Edwards (1959) (Edwards, 1953) .
The present study benefited from earlier criticisms of Edwards' strategy, however. Edwards (1957) Initially, 10 statements were generated to describe each of the five modes. The 50 statements were then rated on social desirability, using Edwards' (1953) 9-point scale. Since perceptions of social desirability appear to be extremely similar across American subcultures (Klett and Yaukey, 1959) After these replacements, the resulting instrument was entitled the &dquo;Management-of-Differences Exercise,&dquo; or &dquo;MODE Instrument&dquo; (Thomas and Kilmann, 1974 Thomas and Kilmann (1973) on the instruments designed by Blake and Mouton (1964) , Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) , and Hall (1969 Thomas and Kilmann (1973) (Edwards, 1961) and the Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirability Scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960) . Both instruments measure the frequency with which subjects endorse socially desirable statements as descriptive of themselves. Thomas and Kilmann (1973) . Since the modest size of some of these correlations are partially due to limited reliabilities, the correlations were also corrected for attenuation (Nunnally, 1967) (Loevinger, 1967 scores on an ipsative instrument with n scales will be equal to -1 I (n -1) (Radcliffe, 1970 To date, the MODE instrument has only been applied in a few settings other than the research already reported in this paper, and consequently, we do not have as yet the kind of results which would give strong evidence for external validity. Nevertheless, in this section we can briefly summarize some studies which do give some tentative external validity to the MODE instrument, realizing that many more studies will have to be conducted.
The external validity data reported in this section consists of the following: (1) mean scores on the five modes across students in different levels of education and across sex differences, (2) an empirical study of the two dimensions which theoretically define the five conflict-handling modes (i.e., assertiveness and cooperativeness), and (3) meaningful correlations of the MODE instrument with other personality tests.
Educational Samples
A recent study by Jamieson and Thomas (1974) administered the MODE instrument along with other measures to students in three levels of education: high school, undergraduate, and graduate. In this study the instructions to the MODE instrument were modified to have students respond with respect to their conflict behavior toward teachers, rather than toward others in general. 
Support far the Two-Dimensional Model
In a recent research effort by Ruble and Thomas (1976) , two studies were conducted to investigate the meaningfulness of the basic twodimensional scheme for classifying the five conflict-handling modes according to cooperativeness and assertiveness. In Study I, 150 subjects engaged in a negotiation task. Each subject rated his opponent's use of five conflict-handling modes and also described that person on a semantic differential. A factor analysis of the semantic differential ratings yielded an evaluative factor and a dynamism factor. Ratings of the other's five conflict-handling modes were then collapsed into indices of cooperation and assertiveness based upon their hypothesized location along these two dimensions. The index of cooperation was found to be correlated with the evaluative factor (+.61 ;p < .001) but not with the dynamism factor (-. 16; n.s.) . In contrast, the index of assertiveness was correlated with the dynamism factor (+.45; p < .001 ) but not the evaluative factor (-.15; n.s.) . Thus the two under- Kilmann and Thomas (1975) yielded some intuitively meaningful relationships between MODE instrument scores and Jungian personality dimensions (Jung, 1923) , as measured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1962) . As part of the study, which used 76 graduate students in management at the University of Pittsburgh, scores on the conflict-handling modes were combined to yield indices of the integrative and distributive dimensions of conflict behavior discussed by Walton and McKersie (1965) . &dquo;Integration&dquo; refers to attempts to increase the realization of both parties' objectives; while &dquo;distribution&dquo; refers to attempts to realize ones own objectives at the other party's expense. Indices were calculated by combining the scores on the two conflict modes hypothesized by Thomas (1976) 
Summary and Conclusions
The present study has described the design of a new instrument to measure five conflict-handling modes. Several studies have been reported which investigated the substantive, structural, and external validity of the MODE instrument, with particular attention given to its comparison with the other three instruments designed to assess the same conflict-handling modes (Blake-Mouton, Lawrence-Lorsch, Hall) . Reasonable support was found for substantive validity for the new MODE instrument, especially its ability to control for overall population tendencies in social desirability. By and large, the MODE instrument also compared well on the criteria of internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities. In addition, the forced-choice format appears to contribute to the instrument's structural validity.
The major concern of research instruments is generally external validity which is also the most difficult to rigorously assess. The present study, while admittedly an early documentation of the MODE instrument, reported on a number of findings giving some support to the external validity of the MODE instrument. These findings indicate that the instrument can discriminate expected differences in male versus female respondents, and differences between student behavior towards teachers versus generalized others. The MODE instrument also exhibited meaningful correlations with certain personality measures. Finally, independent support was cited for the meaningfulness of the two-dimensional model which defines the five conflict-handling modes.
This paper concludes by recommending further tests of the MODE's external validity. One such test will be to utilize the instruments in studies which include independent measures of behavior and of conflict outcomes which are not affected by, or which are controlled for, social desirability. The four instruments can then be compared more straight-forwardly on their relative ability to document and explain relationships, and on the extent to which social desirability biases in the other three instruments confound or contaminate their assessment in comparison to the MODE Instrument.
